the dean of your college. If he or she 
makes no objection to your reappoint- 
ment, it is forwarded to the Executive 
Vice Chancellor, according to univer- 
sity policy which has been modeled 
on tenure-track review procedures. 

Your file’s passage through this 
mysterious administrative labyrinth 
may take several months. It is in this 
maze that many problems with 
lecturer contracts occur. Deans and 
other administrators do not always 
agree with the department’s evalua- 
tion and may wield their power to 
deny appointments. 

However, if all goes well, you 
will be notified of your reappoint- 


Lecturers’ job reviews... 
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ment in the spring quarter and receive a’. - 


new contract by July 1,.which will go.” 
into effect the following July 1. 


Now comes the scary part. What if» 


you receive a letter saying that you will 
not be reappointed for another three- 
year contract? First of all, read Sections 
C.3 and 4 of Article VIL Then contact a » 
union officer immediately. An appeal | 
may be possible, but timeliness is, 
essential. In case of procedural violas * i 
tions a grievance may also be filed, but 
again time limits must be followed. 
The union has been successful at 


Making your way : ~ 
ugh the maze. 


< 
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appealing denials of contract renewals’. 
ina couple of recent cases. Wean do 
nothing, however, for the person who 
waits too long to file an appeal. 

_ Let’s hope that with a strong file, a 


fair department, and reasonable 
» administrators, you will never have to 
: worry about Sections C.3 and 4. 


Stay in touch with your union 


“représentatives and if you do encounter 


problems, let us know. @ 
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UC-APT PERSPECTIVE 


Teaching and technology 


by Katia McClain, UC-AFT 
President 


take the lead in research and develop- 
ment of technology in language instruc- 
tion. Recommendation B: Language 
departments ought to take the lead in 
instituting distance learning.” 

While the faculty were supportive 
of recommendation A, that is, the idea 
that language faculty should get 
university support for producing the 
kind of technology that they believe 
will enhance learning, they were 
roundly against B, distance learning. 
That technology is pushed by adminis- 
trators and corporations, who believe 
that it will raise profits and reduce the 
costs of education. 

While many language instructors 
at UCSB have developed wonderful 
teaching tools using various types of 
software, CD-ROMs or the internet, 
these are indeed tools which faculty 
have created for their students, using 
their experience and expertise. Distance 
learning or teaching by video 
conferencing, as pushed by administra- 
tors, is a type of technology that allows 
reduction in faculty by enabling 
students at several campuses to take a 
course taught by an instructor on one 
campus. There is no evidence that 
distance learning enhances education 
and indeed plenty of evidence that that 
it destroys the communicative language 
classroom, reducing students to passive 
participants. 

The push for technology has 
permeated the UC system. Perhaps the 
most distressing examples are occur- 
ring at UCLA. Before leaving UCLA, 
former Chancellor Charles Young 
pushed through the Instructional 
Enhancement Initiative (IEI) without 
consulting faculty and over the objec- 
tions of the one student committee he 
did consult. The IEI charges students a 
fee per unit for the development of web 
sites for courses in the School of Letters 
and Science. 


The chair of an Academic Senate 
Task Force at UCSB recently raised 
the following question and possible 
recommendations to a group of 
language faculty: “What about the 
technology push? Recommendation 
A: Language departments ought to 


Again, many faculty might choose 
to create a web site for a particular 
course, but that is quite different from 
the administration deciding that all 
faculty must use the web sites and that 
students must pay to support them. 
And, according to information 
recently uncovered by historian David 
Noble (see this issue’s cover story), 
University Extension at UCLA has 
signed an agreement with the Home 
Education Network which apparently 
requires UNEX instructors to put their 
courses on the web, and appears to 
give that corporation the rights over 
these electronic courses. Both of these 
initiatives would have a dramatic 
impact on academic freedom as well 
as on UC as an institution of public 
learning, rather than an entity for 
corporate profits. 

It is important for everyone 
involved in the educational process at 
UC to realize that we as educators and 
union members need to speak out 


David Noble speaking at UC-AFT Local 1990's 
tuncheon last fall. (Ruby Gutierrez, photo) 


strongly about the need for instructor 
control of technology, not administra- 
tive control. As union members, we 
must also speak out against technol- 
ogy that allows administrators to 
replace faculty with machinery and 
educational goals with corporate 
ones. © 


a 


This year, he’s been 
researching UCLA’s new 
“Instructional Enhance- 
ment Initiative,” or IEI, 
which established web pages for 
every undergraduate course last fall. 
Most faculty members were at least 
mildly surprised to find these sites 
already up and running when they 
returned to campus after the summer 
break. And most made only mild 
objections — after all, we’ve been told 
that the cyber-revolution is inevitable, 
it’s modern, it’s the future - so we’re 
at least cooperative, if not 
enthusiastic. 

But what if it really isn’t about 
technology? The York University 
Faculty Association (YUFA) was 
skeptical last spring, when their 
school announced an ambitious plan 
for corporate sponsorship of online 
courses ~ for a mere $10,000 
contribution, a corporation could put 
their logo on a course. The YUFA 
resisted this, among other abuses, 
and won contract language giving 
faculty clear control over the use of 
technology in their courses. 


Creeping commercialization 


Are UCLA’s web pages prelude 
to the same sort of crass commer- 
cialization? Will our catalog of 
courses someday offer the Disney 
History of Western Civ? The 
Microsoft Intro to Postmodern 
Literary Theory? 

Perhaps — and the academics of 
UCLA might be the last to see it 
coming. Noble suggested that 
faculties are generally parochial in 
their outlook and tend to miss the 
whole picture, whereas adminis~ 
trators are aware of the connections. 
In particular, administrators have 
seen that teaching can be turned into 
a commodity, a product, whether 
video, CD-ROM, or software. And 
that product can be sold. Wali Street 


is similarly 
aware — 
higher ed is 
now re- 
garded asa 
growth 
industry. 
Ac- 
cording to 
Noble, the 
university 
is not only 
a site of 
production - it’s the ultimate market, 
too. The extension market is minimal, 
compared to the on-campus potential, 
all those state institutions serving huge 
numbers of students. In fact, Noble 
warned his audience at UCLA that the 
new web pages fit a classic pattern in 
the history of technology: the transfer of 
human skills to the machine. First, 
discipline. When course material is 
online, it’s available for scrutiny, and. 
ultimately, control (as all Foucault 
scholars will appreciate, it’s the ultimate 
panopticon). Even online messages can 
be monitored and archived. Second, de- 
skill. When courses become 
courseware, the knowledge and design 
used to create them are no longer the 
instructor’s possession. Finally, 
displace. Once courseware is available, 
institutions can hire someone cheaper 
to teach the course. And faculty, Noble 
marvels, cooperate in their own 
displacement, unaware of the conse- 
quences, fascinated with the technol- 
ogy, or simply reluctant to be labelled 
old-fashioned. “Their brilliance,” 
lamented Noble, “will be broadcast to 
millions without their participation.” 


Profiting from our labor 


UCLA’s Extension already has a 
deal with the Home Education 
Network, a for-profit group, to sell 
online courses developed for Extension 
-and potentially, within the whole UC 
system. And Noble suspects that it’s this 


Students in UCB’s computing labs, above and on cover (David Bacon, photos) 
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business deal that motivated the 
creation of the web pages in the dead 
of summer — not a nonexistent student 
demand, pedagogical gains, or even. 
economic savings to the university. 
Students didn’t ask for the IEI, and. 
they've already objected to the fees 
they’re being assessed. Scholarly 
research hasn’t established that this 
sort of technology leads to any 
improvement over traditional instruc- 
tion. And it is still more expensive 
than a teacher in a classroom. 
Universities envision savings in the 
long run, of course, Could online 
instruction reduce costs by elminating 
teachers? Maybe. Would it have the 
same quality as human teachers facing 
their students in real time and space? 
Probably not. But it is clear that univer- 
sities can get a piece of the action, in the 
online market, by deals like UCLA’s 
with the Home Education Network. 
They can sell what we produce. And 
that should worry all of us. @ 


For a more detailed account, see Noble's 
“Digital Diploma Mills,” in First 

Monday 
(hitpe/five 
issue3_1/neble/index html}. Noble is also 


an online scholarly journal 


irstmonday.dk/issues/ 


organt 
at Information Technology in Higher 
Education,” at Harvey Mudd, April 24-25, 


ng aconfererce, “A Critical Look 


Speakers include Mary Burgan (AAUP), 
Perry Robinson (AFT), and Christine 


md (NEA). For information, call 
£909} 607-7699, 
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UC-AFT Perspective 


by Pam Inglesby, Grievance Rep, 
UC Santa Barbara 


Lecturers and librarians may 
have noticed a well-deserved 
increase of two percent in their 
December Ist paychecks. 


This range “adjustment” was fought 
‘or by the union last year after UC 
management decoupled salary 
increases received by the ladder 
‘aculty from those of Units 17 
(librarians) and 18 (lecturers). The 
administration probably hoped this 
move would allow them to give 


lecturers and librarians no increase at 
all. 

While we should be grateful to 
the union for winning us the two 
percent, we should also be aware of 
the increasing discrepancy between 
salaries paid to lecturers and 


librarians and those paid to ladder 
faculty, administrators, and some other 
staff, who are receiving increases of 
four to five percent. 

According to a recent Los Angeles 
Times article, UC ladder faculty 
received a 


minimum increase of five percent. How 
does this compare to lecturer salary 
increases in actual dollars? 


Gigantic raises . . . for some 


As shown above, if a lecturer earns 
$35,000, a two percent increase raises 
her salary to $35,700. If an associate 
professor earns $55,000, a five percent 
increase raises her salary to $57,750. 
While there is only a three percentage 
point difference in the increases, the 
associate professor receives an increase 
in real dollars of $2,050 more than the 
lecturer — or 393 percent! 


The disparity is even more 
egregious when lecturer salaries are 
compared to those of top adminis- 
trators, such as UCSP’s Chancellor 
Haile T. Debas. His salary was 
increased four percent, from $249,500 
to $259,000 — a $10,000 increase that 
is close to 1,500 percent more than the 
typical lecturer salary increase. 


Whose priorities are these, anyway? 


The union questions why UC can 
afford to give a $10,000 pay increase 
to an official who is already doing 
very well, when lecturers and 
librarians receive very small increases 
to our already small salaries. 

The discrepancy is even more 
insulting given that our increases 
have been postponed from November 
1st to December 1st due to the state’s 
inability to finalize its budget. We 
won't be receiving the increase 
retroactively. Is it unreasonable to 
suggest that the $10,000 raises given 
to top administrators be reduced in 
order to provide retroactive salary 
increases for academic personnel, 
including lecturers and librarians? 

There is a way to fight this 
growing salary disparity. The union 
will be able to demand and get more 
equitable increases when we have 
more bargaining power, but the only 
way we can get more bargaining 
power is to expand our membership. 

So please encourage all the 
lecturers and librarians you know to 
join the union, which — whether they 
realize it or not — is actively 
protecting their financial interests. @ 


by Rebecca Lhermitte, CEB Librarian 


Some 200 employees of UCOP’s 
Continuing Education of the Bar 
(CEB) face possible layoffs or job loss 
if the principal recommendation of an 
outside review panel is implemented. 
Declaring that the fifty-year-old CEB 
would never be able to repay the 
nearly $12 million of debt owed UC, 
the panel recommended that the 
Berkeley-based legal education 
provider be sold. Potential buyers 
include the New York-based Practis- 
ing Law Institute (PLI) or one of the 
national conglomerates in legal 
publishing, like West Group or Reed 
Elsevier. 

The appointment of the outside 
review panel was announced in 
February 1997. The panel was charged 
with assessing CEB’s mission, the 
quality of its products and services, its 
position in the marketplace, and the 
joint agreement between UC and the 
State Bar of California. 

Initially touted as a routine 
review by university administrators, it 
quickly became apparent that CEB’s 


| continued existence was at stake. The 


report was issued in. November 1997, 
and although CEB received high 
marks for the quality of its products 
and its publications are considered 
leaders in their field, the report 
recommended that CEB be sold. 


Fighting privatization at CEB 


at 
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report. UPTE and CUE have also filed 
a formal request with the Office of the 
President for all documentation. 
relevant to the outside panel’s review. 
The CEB Employees Advisory 
Board — an ad hoc, grassroots group 
of both represented and non-repre- 
sented employees — has also charged 
that the financial analyses in the report 
are inaccurate and misleading; the 
panel ignored, for instance, the dra- 
matic strides made in the past nine 
months under the new interim co- 
directors. 


Rebecca 
‘second — , 


(Vanessa Tait, photo, 


Conflicts of interest alleged | 


The objectivity of the panel was 
also called into question as it was 
discovered that the committee spent 
more time with representatives of 
prospective purchaser PLI than with 
CEB’s current management. The 
committee interviewed the director of 
PLI, a member of PLI’s board of 
trustees (who was identified in the 
report only as a lawyer and CEB 
contributor), and the newly appointed 
west coast representative of PLI (a 
former CEB employee). In addition, 
William Coblentz, a member of the 


The university issued a press release 
and the recommendation was widely 
reported in the legal media. 


Union members mobilize 


CEB employees, over half of whom 
are represented by either the University 
Professional and Technical Employees 
(UPTE), the Coalition of University 
Employees (CUE), or the University 
Council-American Federation of 
Teachers (UC-AFT), have been working 
together to refute the findings of that 
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source. These terms all convey a 
threat to the place of librarians in the 
libraries of the University of Califor- 
nia. Recent budgetary constraints 
have had a discernable negative 
impact on the number of librarians 
employed at UC as well as the 
collections we strive to maintain and 
he level of service we are able to 
offer. 

The union's responsibility is to 
protect the working conditions of the 
ibrarians in the bargaining unit. In 
his vein, we are concerned about the 
trend to convert librarian positions to 
staff positions when a librarian 
leaves. We also want to ensure that 
ibrarians have the opportunity to 
pursue their own professional goals 
within the context of time and 
resources available to us. 

While temporary positions have 
long been used while management 
decides how to fill a vacancy or while 
someone is on parental or research 
leave, there have been instances 
where they have been used to avoid 


UC librarian is placed in an “acting” 
position until a permanent person is 
hired.) 

Over the past twenty years, 
LAUC (Librarians Association of the 
University of California) committees 
have investigated the issue of tempo- 
rary appointments and temporary 
positions several times. The results 
have tended to support the language of 
the Academic Personnel Manual and 
what eventually appeared in the 
collective bargaining agreement, 
namely, that librarians with temporary 
appointments should not be treated as 
“second-class,” but should be included 
in the full range of activities and 
expectations accorded all appointees 
to the Librarian Series. 


Librarians: a growing contingent 
workforce 


Several campuses have invoked 
the use of temporary librarians to cover 
public service 
desks for a few 
hours a week. 
The union 
opposes this 
practice on 
several grounds. 

First, this 
practice allows 
the university to 
hire people 
without giving 
them benefits, a 
form of exploita- 
tion that part- 
timers across the 
nation are subjected to and that we all 
read about during the UPS strike last 


faculty is compromised. It is diffi- 
cult to develop the expertise and 
knowledge of the UC libraries that we 
expect of our public service librarians 
while working only a few hours a 
week. Third, there is no mechanism 
for these librarians to participate fully 
as professionals within the university 
— they cannot serve on committees, 
they are not eligible for promotion, 
they are not present enough to 
become an integral member of their 
department. 

An ironic aspect of the move to 
hire “substitute” librarians is the 
limitation of this practice to coverage 
of public service desks. We do not 
hear of it in regard to catalogers or 
collection development librarians. 
However, the concept of “out- 
sourcing” of cataloging is the com- 
panion to hiring reference librarian 
substitutes. Both situations result in 
fewer career opportunities for 
librarians at the University of Califor- 
nia as our numbers continue to 
decrease. 

We must increase our visibility 
to faculty and administrators in order 
to avoid our extinction. The union 
needs your support (that means join if 
you have not already done so) to let 
the university know that we care 
deeply about the role we play in 
keeping UC libraries at the top of the 
national rankings and that we deserve 
recognition for the extraordinary 
effort we put forth to maintain this 
excellence. @ 
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University Librarian resigns; Blue Ribbon report imminent 


by Susana Hinojosa, UC Berkeley 


The UCB Library Blue Ribbon 

| Cc + ¥ a 
‘ommittee was appointed by Vice 

Chancellor and Provost Carol Christ 


to respond to widespread frustration 
with decreasing budgets for collec- 


Service cutbacks translate into long lines for patrons at UCB's 
reference and circulation desks. (David Bacon, photo) 


tions and services, as reported in the 
Fall 1997 Perspective. Balancing” 
traditional library services with the 
sky-rocketing costs of digital library 
and high-tech developments is key to 
the library’s future. 

It is hoped that the Blue Ribbon 
Comumittee’s report (due March 1998) 
will make strong recommendations 
for increased funding, improved 
communications within the library, 
and require changes in the current 
top-heavy administrative structure. 

The January 9th resignation of 
UC Berkeley University Librarian 
Peter Lyman adds yet more impor- 
tance to the eagerly anticipated report 
since it will certainly affect the 
selection and hiring process of any 
new University Librarian and his or 
her subsequent actions. 

Unfortunately, the position 
announcement was posted almost 
immediately and with little or no 


What's in store for the UCB Library? 


consultation with librarians or the 
benefit of the above-mentioned im- 
pending report's critique and recom- 
mendations. 

Blue Ribbon Committee chair, 
Professor Tony Newcomb, states that 
the committee is still meeting with 
campus departments and 
that there is still time for 
additional input by librarians 
and library staff — either by 
appointment, email, or 
regular mail. A message 
urging librarians to forward 
their comments to Professor 
Newcomb was sent to all 
Local 1474 members. 

We do also know that 
the Vice Chancellor and 
Provost had asked the 
Academic Senate for recom- 
mendations of names for the 
University Librarian search 
committee. The union is 
pushing for librarians and staff to be 
appointed to the search committee and 
be an important part of the final 
selection of the new University 
Librarian. 


Internet resources 
UCB Library Blue Ribbon Committee documents. 
<cois.chance.berkeley.edu/tvcp/Biue_Ribbon html> 


California Federation of Teachers, including UC-AFT activities. 


<www.cft.org> 


American Federation of Teachers. <www.cft.org> 


UC Office of the President, has key documents, including MOUs. 


<www,ucop,.edu> 


AFL-CIO’s Union Summer page, encourage studenis to get involved in 
the labor movement. <www.unionsmr.org> 


AFL-CIO’s “Do Buy” and “Boycott” lists. <www.unioniabel.org> 


LaborNet, a site of labor movement news, alerts, and links to a vast 
array of organizations. <www.igc.apc.org> 


,are in progress. 


Letters to Chancellor Robert 
Berdahl, the Academic Senate Library 
Committee and the Blue Ribbon 
Committee demanding a greater role 
by librarians in the selection process 


Meanwhile, librarians and staff 
learned that an advisory committee 
to the Blue Ribbon Committee had 
been appointed. This external 
advisors group visited the Berkeley 
campus to conduct interviews on 
February 16 and 17. The external 
advisers are Betty G. Bengtson, 
Director of the University of Wash- 
ington Libraries; Billy E. Frye, 
Chancellor of Emory University; and 
Elaine F. Sloan, University Librarian 
at Columbia. 

While the lack of notice about 
this meeting to library staff is worri- 
some, Local 1474 encourages librar- 
ians to send their comments to the 
external advisors group via email 
(with the subject line “for external 
advisors”) to Kerry McDermott 
(kerrym@uclink4. berkeley.edu), 
who will forward them. 
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by Kevin Roddy, Grievance Chair, 
UC Davis 


This past summer, a number of 
lecturers at UC Davis who had 
successfully passed their six-year 
performance review were, in their 
appointment letters, told that they 
would receive 71% (and in some 
cases, less) positions, though they 
had been consistently given 100% in 
the past. 

At the same time, brand-new 
lecturers were receiving 100% 
appointments. In the end, when all 
enrollment figures were in, the 
affected lecturers were restored to 
their original levels; but the union 
has filed a complaint, in order to 
prevent this capricious behavior from 
recurring. 

John Stenzel, one of the lecturers 
who experienced this decision, wrote 
a few paragraphs describing his 
reactions. The following is an excerpt: 


So what does this mean to me? 
It won’t mean that I won't keep 
doing a damn good job in what I 
truly believe is my calling — it just 
confirms my conviction that our 
institution is deeply dysfunctional, 
hypocritically availing itself of ex- 
pendable resources like lecturers 
withoutbeing honest about thecon- 
sequences or the ethics of such 
policies. Everyone’shandsare tied, 
and otherwise good 
human beings treat 
colleagues like second- 
class citizens because 
of obscure job-catego- 
ization wording and 
all-important hiring 
dates and institution- 
alized myopia. It’s 
hard as heck to find 


The 71% Solution? 


anyone who will look you straight in 
the eye and say, “this is what we're 
doing to you, and this is why it’s a 
good idea.” I’d appreciate the can- 
dor, and I'd reply, “Is this university 
doing everything it can to improve 
this situation, or are you satisfied 
with business as usual?” 

The thing is, our students and 
our taxpayers shouldn’t need to care 


Everyone's hands are 
tied, and otherwise 
good human beings 
treat colleagues like 

second-class citizens 


about these procedural niceties: they 
just want good teachers who know 
their stuff and love to teach; they 
don’t care which teachers are paid 
out of “temporary instructional 
funds” and which out of some differ- 
ent pot of money. 

But they probably would care if 
they knew which departments were 
manipulating these money pots to 
hire superstar professors for six-fig- 
ure salaries to teach reduced loads. 
They probably would care if they 
knew how much time and money get 
wasted on dumb decisions that re- 
sult in less choice for students, fewer 
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and larger classes, and slowly erod- 
ing programs. They probably 
would care if they knew exactly 
how petty some decisions really 
are, and how frequently decisions 
get made that actually reduce the 
quality of instruction and the mo- 
rale of instructors. 


John is a leading computer expert 
in the Davis Writing Program, the sort 
that, if he chose to leave the univer- 
sity, would find more gainful - and 
more humane — employment in the 
industry. It is a curious paradox that 
the administration cares less for such 
dedication and loyalty than it does for 
some of our notoriously disloyal and 
consistently uncommitted colleagues. 

There are other indications that 
the administration at Davis has 
permitted a deterioration in Unit 18 
working conditions. While only a few 
decisions have been this drastic, 
John’s description of poor morale is 
absolutely accurate. 

The common presumption is that, 
in spite of assurances that lower- 
division courses — offerings typically 
taught by lecturers — will always need 
to be delivered, lecturers will neither 
be rewarded nor even recognized for 
their efforts. It is a matter of great 
pride, nonetheless, that we continue 
to serve our university and our 
students, and to serve as befits 
excellence. @ 
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E22 Getting to Know Your MOU Ezz 


Article VII, Sections C — “Post Six Years of Service” & 
F — “Procedures for Departmental Review” 


by Barbara Gable, UC Riverside 


This is the last of the Perspective’ three- 
part series on the heart of the Unit 18 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). 
Seo far, we've covered Article VII: “ Appoint- 
ment,” Sections A 


- General Provisions, 
and B-— Initial Appointment and Reap- 
powutment (Spring 1997), and Section E —~ 
Evaluation Criteria (Fall 1997). Contact 
Barbara Gable at gable@citrus.ucr.edu if you 
would like copies of Htese articles. Now we 
finish the series by looking at Section C — 
Post Six Years of Service, and Section F — 
Procedures for Departmental Review. 


So you're up for another 
review — what can you 
expect? 

Section C of Article VII outlines 
the process for reappointment of 
lecturers after six years or eighteen 
quarters of employment, in other 
words for those who have already had 
a sixth-year review. The university has 
set up a strict timetable covering the 
steps of the review process, a copy of 
which is available in your department 
office. This timetable responds to 
Section F.2, a pledge that you will 
know what is happening and when it 
will happen. 

The process starts in the fall of the 
second year of your current three-year 
contract. First of all, your department 
writes a letter to the dean of your 
college, establishing a need for your 
services for another three-year period. 
If this “needs request” is approved, 
your review begins. You will be given 
a month or two to prepare your file. 
Look carefully at the lists in Section 
C.2b and Section E.3 to see what sort of 
material you should place in your file. 

Now let’s jump ahead to Section 
F.1, which outlines possible proce- 


: te job, as well as larger deba' 


i ‘Want to have your say in Sa 


_ workers. To participate, contac 
at (B18) 843-1 B20 or via email ‘ucal 


dures to be used by a department in 
evaluating all lecturer files. Your 
department already uses one of these 
three procedures: a departmental 
committee including at least one 
lecturer representative, the department 
chair alone, or a committee working 
from existing evaluation procedures. 
Find out which procedure your 
department uses. If you feel that the 
procedure used in your department is 
unfair, speak up and also contact a 
union representative. Such policies are 
not written in stone and can be changed 
by your department. 

After reviewing your file, the 
departmental committee — and in most 
departments it is a committee and not 
the chair acting alone — will give you a 


Of Note 


Education for Denocea, L Dena in Education. thas ihe dual theme of this 


copy of its evaluation, according to 
Section F.4. If you wish, you may write 
a response to this letter, an especially 
good idea if it contains anything 


‘negative with which you disagree. The 


evaluation letter is then forwarded, 
along with any response you write, to 
the department chair. 

Now let’s return to Section C. If 
the departmental committee votes to 
recommend you for another three-year 
appointment, your file is brought for a 
vote before the entire department, 
including all lecturers who have 
already gone through the six-year 
review. If the department approves the 
committee’s decision, as it usually 
does, the recommendation is sent to 


eZ. 


continued on pug 


year’s California Federation of Teachers convention, happening February 27. 


through March 1 at the San Jose Hilton Hotel. On February 28 
_ Miki Goral and UC-AET statewide coordinator Susan Griffin ' 
a oe on “the Future of Librarians and Lecturers at the U: versity of Califor- | 
” Other workshops 1 wi cover | the everyday i issues educational workers face on 
as about politics, the environment, human rights, 
' immigration, and the labor mi ment. FOr information, call the CFT's Oakland | 
: office at t G10) 832 “88. 2 : : 


ito? ‘On Mey 4 join CET ember from 


around the state to lobby legislators on issues of importance to educational - 


an ( Griffin, statewide coordinator of UC- AFT, 
aol, com), 


: q Technology & Eicon anew yreport by the AFT’s Perry Robanwon isnow 
_ available. Contact AFT’s Higher Education eS a New , wef Avenue 
: a See DC, 20001 2079. oe . 


: If you ‘rein Chicago for the 4Cs (the College Composition ( Communication Confer 


_ ence, April 2- -4) be sure to drop inon CFI's Higher Education Conference, sched- 
__uled for April 3-5. For more information, call Susan Griffin at (818) 843 8226 or 


~ email her at Heatt@aol. com. 
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ESSER Aon 


UC-AFT DPersvrcrive 


Do Senate faculty have enforceable rights? 


Our day in court — NOT! 


by Fred Lonidier, UC San Diego 


Allan Kaprow and I, both Senate 
faculty in the Visual Arts Department 
at UCSD, sued the University of 
California a few years ago, only to be 
forced to withdraw because legal 
precedent was against us. Our tale 
points to the urgent need for Senate 
faculty to unionize and obtain formal 
contractual protections. In both our 
cases (which vary in details), the claim 
was that due to long delays in merit/ 
promotion actions our 
awarded pay raises 
were pushed ahead. 
instead of giving us 
retroactive pay. 

A key factor 
against us was a 
policy letter sent out 
by the Vice Chancel- 
lor for Academic 
Affairs in November 
15, 1990, stating that the San Diego 
campus had been too lax with retroac- 
tive pay increases and that they would 
be awarded in the future by very strict 
adherence to campus guidelines. This 
new strictness in relation to existing 
policy was used by the campus against 
our claims even though the time 
period involved in both our cases 
preceeded the Vice Chancellor's letter 
by over a year. The tightening of 
policy was applied retroactively 
against our respective claims. 

We both took our complaint to 
Privilege & Tenure, which stood up for 
the administration. The context was _ 
possibly a factor in that we made our 
claims during a period of severe state 
budget problems which impacted UC 
rather heavily. We speculate that 
many Senate colleagues sympathized 
with the institution in its hour of need. 
Especially those colleagues who serve 


California law does 
not consider that 
UC faculty have 

any rights to merits 
and promotions 


on P&T, CAP and Academic Freedom, 
the committees that are supposed to 
look out for faculty interests. 

In many ways, Kaprow and I were 
as much offended by the way we were 
treated by the administration and our 
peers, though the money was definitely 
an issue. We were also aware that many 
faculty experience the same or similar 
slights rather frequently and do not seek 
any telief. “Forget it and move on,” is 
too often the way of dealing with this 
situation. At the same time, we saw that 
a few other faculty 
still did receive 
retroactive merits 
from time to time in 
situations that 
seemed to mirror 
ours. On the other 
hand, the time 
period in question, 
before the Vice 
Chancellor’s letter, 
saw retroactivity routinely granted with 
little or no justification at UCSD. That 
was their reason for digging in on the 
policy. 

So, we found an attorney who was 
interested in our cases, and with the 
help of the University Council, we sued. 


But when David Epstein (of Kasdan, 
Simonds, McIntyre, Epstein & Martin 
of Irvine, CA) got through researching, 
what little law and precedent there was 
went against us. Even the university’s 
attorney admitted that an injustice had 
been done us but there was just no legal 
remedy. We could not make a typical 
property case, as California law does 
not consider that UC faculty have any 
rights to merits and promotions, even 
though these are conditions for tenure 
in our institution. The inconsistencies 
in applying the policy to us more strict- 
ly (than others) were of no matter 
because the motions of due process, 
such as they are, had been gone through. 

For the faculty as a whole, the 
existence of these little insults is like 
death by a thousand cuts. It, perhaps, 
is responsible for the mean spiritedness 
of many academic personnel actions 
by colleagues to colleagues. 

This account is a demonstration of 
the limited recourse for justice without 
union strength in higher education. 
Without collective bargaining or 
influence in legislation through the 
labor movement, faculty are often in a 
weak position in relation to their 
institutions. 
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Albert Einstein, 
charter member 
of AFT Local 552, 
Princeton 
University, 
comments in 
1938 on why he 


joined the union. 


"L consider it important, indeed, urgently nec 
their own economic status and, also, generally speaking, to secure their influence in the political field 


UNIVERSITY COUNCIL - AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TEACHERS 


MEMBERSHIP FORM 

Please print clearly! 
Name: 
Home 
Address: 

street city zip code 
Campus 
Address: 

department campus mail code (if any) 
Telephone: 

home work email 


UC-AFT dues are 1.096% of gross monthly salary for librarians and non-Senate faculty who do have exclusive 
representation. Oues are .996% of gross monthly salary for Academic Senate faculty and academic 
researchers who do not have exclusive representation. In either case, dues are capped at $48.80 per month. 
Dues will be deducted each month from your payroll check. Dues paid to UC-AFT may not be tax-deductible 
for federal tax purposes; however, under limited circumstances, dues may qualify as a business deduction. 
Check with your tax consultant. 


EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATION MEMBERSHIP 
PAYROLL DEDUCTION AUTHORIZATION | 


UPAY 669 (10/80) 
PLEASE | aor, 
PRINT | & 


IN ON THIS FORM TO BECOM 
VE THE PAY PERIOO BEGI 


e 
INNING: 


DEPARTMENT EMPLOYED AT U.C, 
QUES 


TLEAT OC, 
+ INITIATION FEES 


ORGANIZATION NAME (INCLUDE LOCAL NAME AND NUMBER) 


AFT LOCAL GENERAL ASSESSMENT 


| authorize The Regents of the University of Caiifornia to withhold monthly or cease withholding from my earnings as an employee, membership dues, lation 


fees and general assessments as indicated abave. 

1 understand and agree to the arrangement whereby one total monthly deduction will be made by the University based upon the current rate of dues, initiation fees, 
‘and general assessments. 1 ALSO UNDERSTAND THAT CHANGES IN THE RATE OF DUES, INITIATION FEES AND GENERAL ASSESSMENTS MAY BE 
MADE AFTER NOTICE TO THAT EFFECT IS GIVEN TO THE UNIVERSITY BY THE ORGANIZATION TO WHICH SUCH AUTHORIZED DEDUCTIONS 
ARE ASSIGNED AND | HEREBY EXPRESSLY AGREE THAT PURSUANT TO SUCH NOTICE THE UNIVERSITY MAY WITHHOLD FROM MY EARNINGS 
AMOUNTS EITHER GREATER THAN OR LESS THAN THOSE SHOWN ABOVE WITHOUT OBLIGATION TO INFORM ME 8EFORE DOING SO OF TO 
SEEK ADOITIONAL AUTHORIZATION FROM ME FOR SUCH WITHHOLOINGS. 

The diniversity will remit the amount deducted to the official designated by the organizatian. 

This authorization shall remain in effect until revoked by me - allowing up to 40 days time to change the payroll records in order to make effective this assignment 
‘or revocation thereof - or until another employee organization becomes my exclusive representative. 

It is understood that this authorization shall become in the event the empioyee organization's eligibility for payroll deduction terminates for any reason. Upon 
termination of my employment with the Uni ity, this authorization will na tonger be in effect. 

This authorization does not include dues, ion fees and general assessments to cover any time priar to the payroll period in which the initial deduction is made. 
Payroll deductions, including those legally required and those authorized by an emgloyee are assigned priorities. In the event there are insufficient earnings to cover 
alt required and authorized deductions, it is understood that deductions will be taken in the order assigned by the University and no adjustment will be made ina 
subsequent pay period for membership dues, initiation fees and general assessments, 
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FOR UNIVERSITY USE ONLY 
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RETENTION: 1 YEAR AFTER INACTIVE - ACCOUNTING OFFICE 


ry, for intellectual workers to get together, both to protect 
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Return to: Treasurer, UC-AFT, 11728 Wilshire Blvd., #B1007, Los Angeles, CA 90025 
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